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Sir: 

Pursuant to the Pre-Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program, and further to the 
Examiner's Final Office Action dated January 24, 2007, Applicants file this Pre-Appeal Brief 
Request for Review. This Request is also accompanied by the filing of a Notice of Appeal. 

Applicants turn now to the rejections at issue: 

Claim rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103jaj 

Claims 1-3, 5-10, 12-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Carroll (US 2001/0041591, hereinafter "Carroll"). Claims 4 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(a) as being unpatentable over Carroll in view of Bharadwaj (US 2002/0032751, 
hereinafter "Bharadwaj"). Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Carroll in view of Herle (US 2003/0027563, hereinafter "Herle"). Claim 21 is rejected 
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under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being unpatentable over Carroll in view of Lee (US 2002/0105834, 
hereinafter, "Lee"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection at least for the following 
reasons. 

Independent claim 1 

Claim 1 recites a method of supplying configuration data to a mobile telephony device 
equipped with AT command management means, the method comprising: setting up a 
connection between said device and a terminal containing service configuration data and 
exchanging service configuration data between the terminal device by means of selected AT 
commands that the AT command management means of said device are able to interpret. 

In the January 24, 2007, Final Office Action, the Examiner asserted that Carroll teaches a 
system that includes a user/carrier key management infrastructure for authentication-based 
wireless system that uses a key hierarchy generated from a user's unique authentication key (A- 
key) and therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teachings 
of Carroll to include an AT command management means that can interpret AT commands to 
activate the provisioning device. 

In the April 24, 2007 Response, Applicants submitted that the Examiner's assertion that 
paragraphs [0004]-[0009] of Carroll teach a method of supplying configuration data to mobile 
telephony device equipped with AT command management means, is incorrect. In particular, 
Applicant submitted that the user/carrier key management infrastructure suggested in Carroll is 
for authenticating the wireless system and does not exchange service configuration data between 
the terminal and the device by means of AT commands as recited in claim 1. 
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Furthermore, the Applicants argued that Carroll's disclosure of a user's unique 
authentication key (A-key) generated by a service provider does not teach or suggest AT 
commands. In particular, Applicants argued that the user/carrier key management infrastructure 
uses a key hierarchy generated from a user's unique authentication key to authenticate wireless 
system. Moreover, the A-key is a 64-bit value used to generate a user's temporary authentication 
keys as well as privacy keys for data, voice and messaging (See paragraph [0005]). Therefore, 
the A-key is directed towards verification of wireless system between the carrier and user and 
does not relate to exchanging service configuration data between the terminal and device by 
means of selected A T commands. 

In addition, Applicants submitted that the standard air interface merely discloses a 
standard radio frequency link between the mobile telephone and a base station and does not teach 
or suggest an AT command means used for exchanging service configuration data between a 
device and a terminal. Also, Carroll teaches a process in which provisioning information is 
merely transferred to the target telephone using the standard air interface (page 4, paragraph 
[0052]). Carroll's disclosure of transferring of provisioning information from a WUPD to a 
mobile device does not teach or suggest the use of AT commands for exchanging service 
configuration data between a terminal and a device (page 1, paragraph [0006]). 

In the Advisory Action of May 22, 2007, the Examiner responded to the Applicants' 
arguments by reiterating that the Examiner must give the broadest reasonable interpretation to all 
claims presented that Carroll indeed teach the service and configuration of a wireless 
communication device having a standard wireless interface. Furthermore, in page 2, paragraph 3 

of the Advisory Action the Examiner states Carroll teaches provisioning a wireless device by 
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using standard air interface protocol when wireless devices are in close proximity using low 
power and it equates to AT commands. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

However, Applicants submit that Carroll describes provisioning as the programming of a 
wireless communication device for use by the owner (page 1 , paragraph [0004]) and that a 
WUPD 306 which transmits and downloads the provisioning information wirelessly into the 
cellular telephone 308 using a low power transmission (page 3, paragraph [0034-0035]). 
Carroll's disclosure of transferring and downloading provisioning information to the wireless 
communications device with close proximity using low power does not teach or suggest 
exchanging service configuration data between the terminal and the device by means of selected 
AT commands that the AT command management means of said device are able to interpret. 

Thus, Applicants submit that claim 1 is allowable at least of the reasons given above. 

Independent claim 9 

Applicants submit that claim 9 recites subject matter analogous to claim 1, and therefore, 
claim 9 is at least allowable for the same reason set forth above with respect to claim 1 . 

Dependent claims 2, 3, 5-8, 10, and 12-19 

Applicants submit that claims 2-8 and 10-21 are allowable, at least by virtue of their 

dependency on either claim 1 or 9 that have been shown to be allowable. 

Dependent claim 4 and 11 

Applicants submit that since Bharadwaj does not cure the deficiency of Carroll noted 

above with respect to claim 1, and since claims 4 and 1 1 depend from either claim 1 or 9, claims 
4 and 1 1 are also allowable by virtue of their dependency. 
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Dependent claim 20 

Applicants submit that since Herle does not cure the deficiency of Carroll noted above 
with respect to claim 1, and since claim 20 depends from claim 19 which depends from claim 1, 
claim 20 is also allowable by virtue of their dependency. 

Dependent claim 21 

Applicants submit that since Lee does not cure the deficiency of Carroll noted above with 
respect to claim 1, and since claim 21 depends from claim 1, claim 21 is also allowable by virtue 
of their dependency. 

In view of the above, reversal of the outstanding rejections is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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